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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
MEHMED HALILOVIC,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
________________________________ )

NO. 43456
ADA COUNTY NO. CR 2014-15936
APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Mehmed Halilovic was sentenced to a unified sentence of twenty years, with
three years fixed, after he pled guilty to one count of lewd and lascivious conduct with a
minor child under sixteen.

He contends the district court abused its discretion by

imposing an excessive sentence in light of the mitigating factors that exist in this case.
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
At the age of twenty, Mr. Halilovic had sex with a fifteen-year-old girl whom he
met online. (Presentence Investigation Report (“PSI”), pp.3, 6; Tr. 7/7/15, p.36, Ls. 4-9.)
He allegedly provided her with marijuana and alcohol as well. (PSI, p.3.) Mr. Halilovic

1

was charged by complaint with lewd and lascivious conduct with a minor child under
sixteen, delivery of a controlled substance, and dispensing alcohol to a minor.
(R., pp.6-7.) He was then charged by indictment with these same crimes. (R., pp.1011.) He entered into a plea agreement with the State, pursuant to which he pled guilty
to the first count in exchange for dismissal of the two remaining counts. (R., pp.52-59;
Tr. 5/12/15, p.11, Ls.5-17.) In addition, the State agreed not to file charges against
Mr. Halilovic relating to other possible victims. (Tr. 5/12/15, p.11, L.20 – p.12, L.7.) The
district court sentenced Mr. Halilovic to a unified sentence of twenty years, with three
years fixed.

(R., p.67.)

A judgment of conviction was entered on July 10, 2015.

(R., pp.66-70.) On July 14, 2015, Mr. Halilovic filed a motion pursuant to Idaho Criminal
Rule 35 (“Rule 35”) for reconsideration of sentence. (R., p.71.) He filed a notice of
appeal on July 31, 2015. (R., pp.72-74.) The district court denied Mr. Halilovic’s Rule
35 motion on August 6, 2015.1 (R., pp.77-78.)
ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed upon Mr. Halilovic a unified
sentence of twenty years, with three years fixed, in light of the mitigating factors that
exist in this case?

Mr. Halilovic did not support his Rule 35 motion with any additional evidence or
information. (R., p.71.) He does not challenge the district court’s denial of this motion
on appeal in light of State v. Huffman, 144 Idaho 201, 203 (2007).
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed Upon Mr. Halilovic A Unified
Sentence Of Twenty Years, With Three Years Fixed, In Light Of The Mitigating Factors
That Exist In This Case
Mr. Halilovic asserts that, given any view of the facts, his unified sentence of
twenty years, with three years fixed, is excessive.

Where, as here, the sentence

imposed by the district court is within statutory limits, “the appellant bears the burden of
demonstrating that it is a clear abuse of discretion.” State v. Miller, 151 Idaho 828, 834
(2011) (quoting State v. Windom, 150 Idaho 873, 875 (2011)). “When a trial court
exercises its discretion in sentencing, ‘the most fundamental requirement is
reasonableness.’”

Id. (quoting State v. Hooper, 119 Idaho 606, 608 (1991)).

“A

sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the primary objective of
protecting society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of deterrence,
rehabilitation or retribution.” Id. (citation omitted). “When reviewing the reasonableness
of a sentence this Court will make an independent examination of the record, ‘having
regard to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender and the protection of
the public interest.’” Id. (quoting State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 594 (1982)).
The sentence the district court imposed upon Mr. Halilovic was not reasonable.
Mr. Halilovic had a very difficult childhood. He was born in Bosnia, and his father was
killed in the Bosnian War. (PSI, pp.12-13.) He came to the United States as a refugee
at the age of four. (PSI, pp.12-13.) Unfortunately, his problems continued here in the
United States. It appears that he had sexual contact with his mother at the age of six,
and had sexual intercourse with his mother at the age of fourteen. (PSI, pp.9, 13, 26.)
He also had a sexual relationship with his brother’s wife, and was convicted as a
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juvenile for battery resulting from sexual conduct with a ten-year-old boy. (PSI, pp.8-9,
13, 16.) He was committed to the Department of Juvenile Corrections as a child, and
lived in a corrections center and group home for three years. (PSI, pp.15, 25.) He
participated successfully in juvenile sex offender treatment.

(PSI, pp.19, 118.)

Unfortunately, this was not enough to lead him away from the criminal activities that
have plagued him and his brothers. (PSI, p. 26.)
Despite the length of his record and the circumstances of the instant offense, the
district court abused its discretion by imposing on Mr. Halilovic a unified sentence of
twenty years, with three years fixed. Mr. Halilovic was only twenty years old at the time
he committed the instant offense, and this was his first adult felony conviction. (PSI,
p.25.)

The psychosexual evaluator recommended sex offender treatment in a

structured environment and provided numerous suggestions for managing Mr. Halilovic
in such a way as to limit the possibility of future harm. (PSI, pp.67, 72, 73-76.) At
sentencing, Mr. Halilovic acknowledged that he “made a mistake” and apologized for his
“inappropriate sexual behavior and bad choices [he had] made in [his] life.” (Tr. 7/7/15,
p.48, L.24 – p.49, L.1.)

He expressed a willingness to undergo sexual offender

treatment, and this is what the court should have ordered. (Tr. 7/7/15, p.49, Ls.1-4.)
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Halilovic respectfully requests that the Court reduce his sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district court
for a new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 23rd day of November, 2015.

___________/s/______________
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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